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RECEIVED
\& AUG 2 7 2018

Sl e Town of Graenwich
g Harbor Management Commission

August 21, 2018

Harbor Management Commission
Town of Greenwich

101 Field Point Road

Greenwich, CT. 06830

Dear Harbor Management Commission,

| am Michael Curley, Commodore, writing on behalf of the Greenwich Boat and Yacht Club,
which consists of approximately 300 family memberships. We have 67 slips and 3 out water
moorings.

We did a maintenance dredge in 2008 in our basin to create a minimum of 7' at MLW. How-
ever, our access area that runs along the west side of the Greenwich Harbor has become prob-
lematic due to the fact that we only have 3' in some areas at MLW. The club would benefit tre-
mendously from a comprehensive dredge of Area 5 to 8" to 9” feet at MLW. Presently, there is
no designated channel, therefore the entire area needs to be dredged to allow access. We are
hoping to see a wider scope of dredging happen to address this and other concerns in the
Greenwich Harbor. For example, if the refuge area west of the Roger Sherwin Baldwin Park
were dredged it could be returned to Safe Haven status.

There are a lot of ideas to be discussed. May | propose a 60 to 90-day extension of the Sep-
tember 1st comment deadline? As a club we feel there needs to be mare time to discuss and
respond appropriately to the Commission. The Greenwich Boat and Yacht Club would happily
host a discussion forum with the Harbor Management Commission to educate the hundreds of
GBYC members and surrounding boaters that will be affected by this dredge

Thank you, again, for all of the dedication, time and hard work you all put in to the Harbor Man-
agement Commission.

Respectfully,

Greenwich Boat and Yacht Club
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Greenwich Harbor Management Comniission

101 Field Point Road, Selectmen's Office Halbermaefpimiﬁm o
Gireenwicl:, CT 06836-5240 gament Lommissian

Attn: Bruce Angiolifto, Chairnman

Re. DEEP License # 201703015-SDF & 251808096-COP
15 Meadlow Place, Greemwich

Dear Mr. Angiuntlo:

This tetter 1s in response to your July 22, 2018 correspondence, regarding the above referenced licen c.
You have raised ¢ concern regarding a modification to the location of a proposed residential duck
steueture swhich was originally avthorized under DEEP License # 201703015-SDF. Specifically, yon
letter identifies that the Haebor Management Commission ("1.MC”) did not receive a copy of the
Centificate of Penmussion (“COP7) application, therefure did i 0t have an opportunity (o comment on the
proposad edification of the localion that was the subjecl of he above referenced COP. Furthermoe,
you have requested that DEEP re-open the COP application until such time as comments from the HMC
can be vousiderad, ancl in the future ensure r-at the HMC has been notified prior to taking any action on
COP applications.

We have reviewed the circumstaaces pertaining to the issuance of the seferenced COP for 15 Meadow

Place and concluded that the COP was issued inwecardance with the staticory requirements of Sections
22a-363a shrough 22a-363¢ of the Connecticut General Stanzies and is a valid authorization. Therefore.
the license holder has authorizaiion to proceed with installation of tae ves tdential dock st-ucture.

The site plans in the original apphication for License 201703015 SDF referenced two separate locations,
[ifteen (13) feet apart. Unfortunately, this diserepancy wa- not identifiex during the review process and
the Department of Energy and Environmentat Protection ("DEEP”) issued a public norice that included
play sheets shawing both locations, No comnnents were recaived and the hicense was issved,
Subsequently, the discrepancy was identified by 1he licen e holder and to corvect the discrepancy a COP
was apphied for and issued with plans showing the intended location of the dock as a minor alteration of
the original permit. DEEP does not tind a basis for revoking the issued COP.

The COP process is intended as a timely and efficient means o authorize maintenance and celain minor
alterations for previously authorized permitted activities or activities completed prior ta 1995 involving
dredging, erection of structures, or fill in any tidal, coastal or navigable waters of the state in accordance
with sections 22a-361 through 222-363c of the Connecticut General Statutes. [n this case, clarifying the
fifteen foot discrepancy inthe location of the awthorized structure was deternined to be a minor
alteration.



DEEP License # 200 703015-SDF & 201845096-COP
15 Meadow Place, Greenwich

The instructions for filing a COP application divect the applicant to send a courtesy copy and all
supporting documents to the Harbor Management Commission at the time the application is made to
DEEP. Such natification is not requived by statuie as it is {or certain other types of applications und
Section 22a-6g ol the Counecticut General Statutes. While DEEP certainly expects that such notitica‘ion
will be made, tuilure 10 do so is not sufficient cause to invalidate an authorization.

The COP statutes require that the Commissioner issue a decision on a COP within 45 days of submission
of a complete apptication. If additional information is required in the application, a decision may he
extended to no later than 90 days after the date of submission. If DEEP does not act on a COP applicaticn
within the statutory timefraime it will autamatically approve without any conditions, As COP application
are intended 1o be reviewed expeditiousty, the process does nat inciude a requinenment for pablic notice or
an opportinity for public comment  [n this case, DEEP s1aff reviewed the COU apolication with respect
to s consistency with the Harbor Managgment Plan and the license was issued promptly,

As you know, Section 22a-113n of the Contecticut General Statules requires that “recommendations
made pursuant to this section” are binding upon DEEP when making 1egulatory decisions. It is the
recommendations of the Harbor Management Plan ("HM™") that are binding, not eonnnerts by the
Commission on any specific application. DEEP evaluates all relevant regulatory decisions for
consistency with the recommendations of the HMP, whzie one exists. Furthermore, DELDP considers ail
Harbor Management Commission comments if received in a timely manner, and such comments wili
incorporated into the relevant regulatory decisions if DEEP detenmines that they arc adequately supported
by the recommendations of the HMP. [f DEEDP inakes a decision that is counter to the HMP
recommendations we will provide written justification. With respect to COP applications, DEEP wiil
consider HMC comments but will not suspend or delay processing to wait for comments to be submitted.

We recognize and appreciate the dedication of the Harbor Management Commission aud look forward ta
working together to implement the vision of the Greenwich Harbor Management Plan. [f you have any
questions, please call feftrey Caiola at (860) 424-4162.

Sincwel}-,
{

Heian Thompson, Director
Land & Water Resources Division
Bureau of Water Protection & Land Re-Use

ee Jim Bajek
Peter Thalheim
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Monahan, Penny

From: Deluca, Katie

Sent: Tuesday, October 02, 2018 10:35 AM

To: Monahan, Penny

Subject: FW: Public Access - a point of clarification

From: Hart, Marybeth [mailto:Marybeth.Hart@ct gov]
Sent: Manday, September 17, 2018 12:14 PM

To: Deluca, Katie <Katie.Deluca@greenwichct.org>
Subject: RE: Public Access - a point of clarification

[EXTERNAL]
Hi Katie,

The public access would be THE water-dependent use. Section 22a-92(b}1}{A)} of the Connecticut Coastal Management
Act requires that highest priority and preference be given to water-dependent uses and facilities in shorefront

areas. Water-dependent uses are defined in Section 22a-93{16] as those uses and facilities that require direct access to,
or location in, marine or tidal waters and which therefore cannot be located inland, including but not limited to marinas,
recreational and commercial fishing and boating facilities, and uses which provide general public access to marine or
tidal waters. If a site isn't well suited for a more active in-water use like a marina, a public access component can be
incarporated into the project to meet the water-dependency standard. This is considered/accomplished through the
coastal site plan review process.

I hope this explanation helps. Please let me know if you have any other questions.

Mary beth

From: Deluca, Katie {mailto:Katie.DeLuca@greenwichct.org)
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2018 5:03 PM

To: Hart, Marybeth <Marybeth.Hart@ct.gov>

Subject: RE: Public Access - a point of clarification

Does that mean that the public access could be considered water dependency? There is confusion in reading the sheet
on the website. Thanks

From: Hart, Marybeth [mailto:Marybeth.Hart@ct.gov]
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2018 4:58 PM

To: Deluca, Katie <Katie.DeLuca@greenwichct.org>
Subject: RE: Public Access - a point of clarification

[EXTERNAL)

Hi Katie, it could mean either, depending on the suitability of the site. If a site could accommodate getting people into
the water with, say, a small car-top boat or kayak launch, that would work. If there are too many sensitive rescurces
cnsite (e.g., eelgrass or intertidal flats), or maybe there are several active industrial uses at a particular site that would
hamper in-water access, an upland walkway could also work.



Hope that he ps

Have a nice weekend
Mary-beth

From: Deluca, Katie [mailto:Katie.Deluca@greenwichct org)
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2018 2:36 PM

To: Hart, Marybeth <Marybeth Hart@ct gov>
Subject: Public Access - a point of clarification

Does public access mean actually physically being ab'e to get to the water or could it mean a public access walkway that
runs along the water side of a private property without actually physically getting someone down to the water?

Thanks



